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Empiricism Versus Pragmatism :
Truth Versus Results

INTRODUCTION

1 wish to start this discusston with aciiche andacaveat. The cliche
is that philosophy began in ancient Greece with Thales, at the dawn ol the
emergence of reason from the limba of mythology and folklore. Thus,
philosophy began in wonder and is leve of wisdom. Philosophy is product
of curiousity (and one might even say that philosophy itself is a
curiousity), arelentless pursuit after protundity. But this cliche-repeated
tirelessly in history ol philosophy to endorse the hellenic origin of
philosophy-taces a rebuttal in the light of contemporary advances in the
sciences, though without dispelling the remarkable contributions of the
hellenic thinkers.' [t was a very humble period in retrospect, but for those
who participated or partook, itmust have had an exhilarating effect-cven
intoxicating, as the practice ol the art of sophistry evidenced by soplists.

And, here is the point at which the caveal becomes important.
Contrary o the idea peddled under various guises, this discussion is
limited by the acknowledgement of the possibility that wisdom s
unattainable and, conseguently, that there is NO absolule truth, But, may
be this presentation of the caveat is oo pugnacious. Whatis intended here
15 to warn the reader concerning entertaining false expectations. For, in
considering philosophy as love of wisdom, wisdom has often been
equated with truth. The inaccuracy of such identity is shown cicarly when
one considers the possibility that, though it is valid to expect that truth
may be the objectof wisdom, one may be wise without knowing the truth.”
ILis in the light of the above cliche and caveat that the Socratic relentless
guestiontng. of the beliets of ancient Greece and the wisdom ol the
sophists, aimed it the delineation and determination of truth and false-
hood. 15 to be considered.
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In a way, the “history” of philosophy has remained faithiul (o the
scarch for truth. *In this search, so many issues have been raised, so many
therories formulated. A guestion innocently formulated has generated
paradoxical positions, answeres and conclusions. Thus, what is truth? has
remained one ol the most dannting philosophical questions. By contrast,
whatis the truth? has been more easy toconsider-cven though, not without
its own hefuddling conundrums. And, in most cases, this latter question
has been what philosophers have been considering when proposing
theories of ““trath™”. In other words, they have been concerned with
defining the trugh, rather than “trath, while they have thought they were
defining the truth. Formulated this way, it might appear conlusing, but
what is intended is reference to the virrtous theories of truth as attempts
1o define truth within specific contexts. But most philosophers who have
considered truth have confused the one issue with the other. From
wlealism onwards, the situation has remained virtsally the same. Thus,
such theories and philosophics as rationalism, empiricisn, positivism,
scepticism and pragmatism, have all foundered on (he same score.

Now, one may ask. why pit empiricism against pragmatism and
truth againstresults? Are we suggesting they are mutually exclusive? And
are we saying that the empiricist is concerned with truth while the
pragmatist s not, but rather with results? To avoid misleading the reader,
it should be stated right away (hat pragmatism is also concerned with
truth, at least as much as empiricism. But pragmatism takes cognisace of
the limitation of empiricism and hence constitutes an attempt to improve
on the weaknesses of empiricisiy. s concerned o denounce the rigidity
that has attended the toundiitionalist strategies of empiricism, which have
vertually become a straight-jucket and a debilitating doctrinuire account
ol truth. But in so doing, pragmatisim seems to go to the opposite extreme
and, in the process, overboard, by allowing practicai conseqguences (o
supplantiruth. Can we sajvage pragmatism? Thatis, while acknowiedg-
ing the truth that itenshrines, save it from tsell, and in process suve man-
even il noabsolute truths existto be discovered inan enernal, (rascendent
realm, mankind cannot jettison the desire for truth in favour of results
without mperiliing the greater end of making results serve human
survivil goals.

Thisis notimpossible. [Fone acknowledges the tact that pragmii-
tsm-i consequence of ideatism, rationalism, empiricism, posilivism and
relativism in philosophy-is more or less the official philosophy in the
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West, it then becomes an interesting issue to see whither man is moving, in
the West. Thus, in this essy | examine the issue of truth from the
perspective ol empiricism and pragmatism. Thisis notwithout relerences
to other theories, but the concern is 1o see how the ascendancy of
pragmatisnt has affected the practice ol science and philosophy. To carry
out the project of this essay, [constder i Section Lthe attempts o define
truth and the concern of philosophy with the search for truth. This does
notmean thatall the various therories of truth will be considered in detail.
To undertake such a task would be an unnecessary review that has no
dividend to yield concerning the issue athand. Hence, the discussion will
only show how the point broached above on defining “truth’ and ““the
truth™ has affected the wsetulness of the various theroies of truth. In
Section [1. [discuss the cleavage between rationalism and empiricism o
drive home the point made in Section I This section has the additional
value of showing the Iimitations of the epistemic dualism that has
pervaded Western philosophy. in spite of the diversity of therories
propounded in its historical facets. In Section UL T consider the origins
ol relativism in philosophy and, consequently, in science. This [ suggest,
sets the stage tor pragmatism which is discussed in Section [V, The last
Section, V. considers the pragmatist’s preference tor uselulness, rather
than truth and attempts (o show the consequences for man in science and
phitosophy.

WHAT IS TRUTH?

There are so many dimensions to any philosophical issue or
concept that pereeptive student of philosophy would be worried when he
or she encounters any simplistic account. However, at any point in (ime
it is very difficult, il not impossible, o take nto consideration all
materials {particular and general) relevant (o any probleni. Thus,
discussions proceed with unintended disregard of other issues that do not
directly seem relevant. However, a proper realization of the limitation
this fact imposes on philosophical discourse  would have been most
advantageous, but this seldom 1s the case, as we often exhuberantly
proclaim the minimal advances we make trom our limited perspectives
to be of monumental improtance-often supposing, over-ambitiously that
we have captured, once ard for ail. the essence of the issue and provided
the solution to the problen: on hand.
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When one considers the concepl of ““truth™ one linds that this
consideration 1s of great value: What is truth”? As aquestion this could be
amenable 1 a (riadic interpretation: i) taken as a request, it could be a
demand for a definttion of “truth™ . In this sense the demand is for an
account of truth that can be applied in ail circumstances fectual, formal,
linguistic. metaphysical, moral, intuitive, et 1) taken as request, again,
the question may be contextually restricted 1 a particular Kind of truth
Ihat ts, it could be a request for an account of “the” truth; consequently,
the question “what is truth?™" can only be meaningfuf when taken within
the particular context of discourse or inguiry: iii} finally, it could be taken
as anabsolutist requirement for the definttion ot the truth. Thisis the sense
in which the truth is construed valuatively, by contrast to crror, illusion,
falsehood, deceit, deception, ete. By contrast to the first aspect of truth
and the second aspect, the truth here Tacks both a metaphysical and a
contextual particularsistic aspect. The metaphysical aspect expects that
truth is univocal and can be arrested into a single definition whiclican then
be waved like a magic and like Aristotle’s much quoted definition:

Tosay of what is that it is not. or what s oot that itis, is false, while to
suy of what is that it is and what is not that it is not. is true?

The metaphysical nature of this definition is evidenced in any
attempt to cash out the implications of what it says. While it is suggestive
ol operational, the trial run of such application is doomed by the varibility
of content. Also, it suggests that what “truthifies™ a statement or
afirmation is homogencous; which suggestion s simplistic. These arce
just glimpses of issues discussed when mention is made of various
theories of truth. This has a rescmblance o the [irst account, but itis gquile
distinguishabie (rom it because, while philosophers have usually started
from (i) they have entered into (11), and dissatisfied, they have proceeded
1o (i) with the belief that this is what is requested, While cach approach
seem. o have its meril, because it engages different aspects of truth
{possibilities, that i), they have variously led into philosophical cul de
sacs. This has resulted trom the confusion of one enterprise and product
with the others, and in the consideration of a contrast between truth and
uselulness, a carcful analysis ol the theories of truth is indicated,
particularly in so far as they have responded to one or more of the three
issues raised here.

La.

It we start with Aristotle’s answer to “what is truth?”” which is
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quoted above, one immediately moves in the obvious commaon sense
realist direction that has been regarded as the Correspondence Theory.
There is something intuitively obvious in Aristotle’s formulation that it
seems cvident that it must be “true”. It is at this point that danger signals
loom large on the horizon.

Any theory of truth must address three basic issues: the facts, and
here, facts will have to be construed in the broadest sense to cover various
things, ranging from events-like the battle of Waterloo and Operation
Desert Storm to the pain in the groin on the one hand, and religious.
metaphysical. moral on the other, apart from purely scientific facts
produced through the advancement of science and technology. In fact, it
has to be acknowledged that in spite of the last group of “facts’ our usage,
understanding of, and disposition toward truth, has remained unaltered.
The second issue which a theory of truth must be congisant of is our
finguistic practice. 'This fact has been recognized by theorists, but its
importance has been often misunderstood or emphasized wrongly. While
Aristotle’s definition ol truth supposcs that it is the “‘saying™ that
“truthifies™, it has been easy to remark that it is not just the “‘saying”™’
alone, or even, as such, that ““truthifies’” but the fact(s) as they are-this
is the it of which Aristotle spoke.

Now. there would be no way to tether truths unless through the
numerous “saying(s)” that we originate: the sayings could be verbal or
it could be written, it could come in the form of an action and disposition
to act or belief (a doxastic disposition). These are all conveyed in
language. It is the linguistic aspect of truth referred to earlier. The *it”
is indifferent to the saying or disposition or system we may build, whereas
our saying(s) or description(s) and disposition(s) collapse or survive in
virtue of their conformity to the “*it”” and its nature. That there was a battle
of Waterlooisan *it”",a ““fact’", our saying that *“therc wasone’” another
“fact” - a linguistic statement that helps to tether the fact though.
Whether we did make such a statement or not does not add or detract from
the facticity of the **battle of Waterloo™ . Thisis beacuse we are language
users, communicating and coditying beings, capluring reality in lan-
euage is the only advantaging factor the linguistic device serves.

The third basic issue a theory of truth has 1o address is the otie
broached in an implicit form above. It concerns our disposition or belief.
It is the episternic aspect, a cognitive component, which carries a



JALBEWAJTI 208

valuation, because belief or disposition tobelief and knowledge (episteme)
cannot hang incognito and in vacuo. Any alfirmation of a proposition is
loaded with this component; whether this is clearly stated or not is
immatenial. Aristotle’s definition can be considered reflexively in this
regard. It carries the implication ol an asseveration-that Aristotle does
accept and believes the definition (0 be  true and valid, and also an
affirmation-that he wants others o consider his statement as true and
aceept or he disposed to positively act on its basis.

Usually. Anstotle’s definition is viewed as the progenitor of the
Correspondence Theory of truth. But. to my mind, it has carried the seed
of other theories as well. It has also carried the seed of much more: it
has led to the formulation of paradoxically enlightening and confusing
theories, not just about truth, but also about knowledge. Asin the case of
‘knowledee’, philosophers have led us up the path of a labyrinth of
paradoxes in truth: a concept we use daily seems to become intractable
all of a sudden once we enter into philosophy, while outside it we still use
the concept and accept ““truths™ from compatriots unguestioningly. For
example. ordinarily if [ say ! know that ““Jamaica is a Caribbean
country’, there is hardly any dispute about my knowing. my knowledge
and the truth of the affimnation. But when I am asked to explain what [
mean by “know’, “truth” and “belief” outof context, but in philosophy, am
totally lost and bewildered.

Ib.

Before considering  the Correspondence and other theories of
truth, a digression is indicated. Most contemporary Western  philoso-
phers have supposed, contrary (o the tripartite analysis of truth provided
above, that truth  has two basic aspects  or content, and they have
consequently erred. They have supposed that only “"meaning and fact™
are relevant.® This supposition is diametrically antithetical to the analysis
I think needs be made if the transcendence ol empiricism and pragmatism
is to be understood.

When Aristotle said ““saying of what is, that it is, is truc” and
conversely, the implication is that, as Quine and Ullian says,

Truth is a property of sentences: itis the trait shared equally by all that

would be rightly affirmed.®
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But this is only one implication that Aristotle’s detinfinition has.
It also implies that something is, and that which is, what makes the
proposition (p) or (not-p) altirming or denying that if *s, (o he true or false.
Overand above these two components is the vidue which the affirmation
and the facticity of the content (objective) of the proposition has. "This
is what makes p significant for sentient beings interested i improving
their own lives, taming lions, bringing the communist system Lo an end.
defeating the Iragi army or ensuring the continued dependence and
mstability of developing countries. Without p (as a sentence) and its
content (call it meaning, signilicance or whatever) having implications
for weal or woe for man-both real, potential or imagined-whetuer pis true
will be irrelevant to him. This is why Quine and Ullian and those who
tollow their line of truth are only partially right. Consider Sybil Woll-
ram'’s procedure, lor example:

For purposes of exposition. [ shall begin by assuming that the correct
subject of the predications “is true” and ‘is false” are type statements. and

further that pin ‘p’ and “pis true’ represents the same type statement.”

Fiven though her concern is with what relationship exists between
statements and what makes them true. the scale is unnecessarily loaded
in fvour of the assertoric function of sentences or statements- and here,
she makes a distinetion between a statement on the one hand and
predicating truth of the statement, which scems rather unnecessary * The
only function which such predication performs is emphasis, and discount-
ing this need to distineuish between “p’ and “p s true” has led toward the
formulation of the redundancy theory of truth. Tor logicians, such
emphasis might be important, but they do not, so Lo say “truthify ', that is,
make true.

in this connection, Dummett’s discussion of truth, calls for
altention. [n speaking about the relation of truth to sentences, he glossed
some fundamental issues which makes his otherwise illuminating discus-
ston stunted. This happens when he says that there is a similarity between
the history teacher’s assertion which the school boy tollows that 1t wias
neither James 1 nor Charles T who was beheaded™ and = T was cither
talking to Jean or to Alice but cannot remember which™, because he was
taken in by the similarity in the structure of the two sentences. [Lis only
this inadvertent confusion that justifies his contention that
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My koowledge that [ was talking either to Jean or 1o Alice derives
ultimulclj from the knowledge that T hind at the time that I was talking
to (say) Jean: the fact that the incomplete knowledge is all that survives
is beside the point. Rather. the ditficulty arises because we often make
sentences of the form “p or g* when the ullimate evidence for making
ihem. in the sense indicated, is neither evidence for the truth of p nor

evidence lor the truth of ¢

Dummeltt seems to ignore the fact the to know that p or ¢ 1s quasi-
meaningless or lacking in content 1s one thing, to assert a different
disjunction when onc lacks evidence for cither disjunct separately is
another, which presents anawkard situation for Dummeltt’s programine,
leaving us dismayced.

The reason why pure formalism is of Hude assistance in determin-
ing the issues which truth deals with is clearly shown by Dummett’s and
Wollram's oversights. If I had actually talked to either Jean or to Alice
(not in a dream, not under hypnotism, drunkenness or seance or under
drugs or haliucination or whatever other attenuating circuinstances the
Cartesian malin genie nught occasion), then the knowledge T have is
definite, in spite of the possibility ol forgetting who I actually spoke to.
The issue can be setded one way or the other, just like the case of the
history teacher and his or her student, by reference to the fact to which the
truth appertains. One does not need an arabesque of conceptuat detail o
see this. On the other hand, going by pure logic, a situation of either/or
requires no epistemic focus, because any two statements/sentences can be
disjunctively related. This is the warrant the logician has to combine in
disjunctive relationships sentences that lack epistemic and ontologic
content. such as “either the Devil is upside down or Mathematics is
frichtened™”. "This 1s what Dummett captures in saying :

The most striking instance of this is the Lact that we are prepared to usserl
any stalement of the form “p or not p’. even though we may have no

evidence for the wruth of ‘p’ or for the truti of ‘not p’."°

even though his initial example concerned "porq’. What we find in logic
is that we need no knolwedge at all to affirm “p or not p* as such an
affirmation is epistemically vacuous. On the other hand, and here lies the
catch, we do need some knowledge to know that “p or g” lacks content,
and hence bearsno grudge against the redundancy of truth or Lalsity when
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applied (o itin some instances while it is quite relevant in others. Inactual
Lact, there can be no such a priori way of grouping or characterizing true
sentences of real languages. because what confers truth is not determina-
ble in that way. What the redundancy theory of truth says is not that the
phrase “is true”” is of no use, but rather, that it neither adds nor detracts
from what it qualifies. This is not syaing that “"is true”™ performs no
epistemic function when added to (some) sentences,  and this point is
further clarified in our discussion of the coherence theory of truth below

le. (i}
THE CORRESPONDENCE THEORY OF TRUTH

In considering this account I wish (o state that reference to itas a
theory might be one of the initial problems that has affected its proper
understanding and, perhaps, acceptance. In philosophy we are oficn
compelled to clothe our ideas in grandioge linens and call our views
highfalutin names (o make them sound impressive and attract attention.
Thus, saying that the correspondence account of truth is a theory scrves
the end of attaining to a class of elaborateness and, by default, pretend to
be what it is not. Let us ponder this a bit more,

One intriguing aspect of the philosophical enterprise 1s the ability
of the philosopher to sce problems where every other person passes
without noticing anything. This ability, however, is both an asset and a
liability: It is an asset because it enables man to glimpse vistas that may
otherwise have escaped knowledge and a broadening, by a process of
critical examination, of our idea of how much ard how little we know
about ourseives the things about us and the universe at large. However,
it is also a liability because it makes us ignore the foundations of theory
and encourages {lights of critical, speculative and professionalized
(technical) fantasy, no matter how patently ridiculous and implausible
such endeavours may seem; (hus, starting from a vaunted vulnerability of
the disclosures of common sense, philosophy outreaches itself by throw-
ing away the baby und the bath water and proclaiming such efforts as
being consonant with logic, reason and science. '

‘There can be no doubt that a lot of philosophical water has passed
under the bridge of thought since Thales is reputed (o have stipulated that
everything is made up of water. The desire to look beyond the way things
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seem is no doubt uselul because it keepsin abeyance many errors, but this
has been carried beyond reasonable levels. O Hear, exemplifying this
absurdity, says (and he is not alone in this regard) that

We have nodirect secess to the world: all cur observations of the world
and of things i it rests on categorizations and assumptions we impose
o what we are observing, on beliels of ours. in other words... The luck
ol diveet experiential access 1o the world, combined with growing
realization ol the way in which our more theoretical beliefs about the
waorld are tar from conciusively supported by our observational levels of
judgement. his led a number of philosophers to question whether there
Is any sense in which we are entitled to think that omr beliefs about the

world are true or justitied. !

There are two ways ol construing what he says here: 1) that he is
reporting what philosophers have done, which he himsclf does not
necessarily subscribe . This. however, is ruled out of court because,
what he conveys is a categorical aftirmation of the inaccessibility of the
world to our cognitive equipment. Thisis what makes the second reading
plausible, that, 1) ()" Hear thinks that we do not have any way of knowing
how things, including ourselves, really are in the world, and, hence, that
he 1s an epistemological sceptic. How he is able 1o say that Aristotle's
definition of truth “"is correct”” when he has assured us we have no access
to the world is very balthing. We can (on (Y Hear’s understandingy only
have indirectaccess to Aristotle " s definition at best, and at that, we cannol
know the full implications of what Aristotle meant. This is why O Hear
says that Aristotle’s definition should not be seen as relerring to anything
in the world which “"ix™" as it is described by (he “saying™, hence

One desirable feature of the Aristotelion definition s that itimplics
that suyings or statements are what truth and Talsity are  primarily

propertics of '

Obviously, O Hear and those who think along the same lines are
fastening on only one aspect of the truth equation. Aristotle clearly had
i mind both the “*saying™ and the “"it"" which makes the saying true or
false. (s this that have led o the explication of the relatonship of the
“saying T and the e in the commonsensical kinguage of *"correspond-
ence’

verilas est adequatio intellectus et rei.”
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Uhis can be literally rendered: truth is the adequation of inteliect
toreahty. Itis clear here that though this definition aims it saying what
commonsenscintends, namety, that my assertion that s dark outside™
ts true if and only il1¢ 1s dark outside at this point in time, it says more,
foritis no fonger the sentence Tuse to alfinm that can be true or false but
my ideas or intellectual  state which must correspond to reality. The
suspicion that [have here is that the introduction of mtellect in the place
of language is an unjustifiable fiat which has brought in another issuc -
that ol the cognitive state of the agent. Thus, when philosophers consider
the above as the “corresponding™ 1ssue, they are casily led astray;
comphcations that could have been avoided are sncaked in. But, cven
then, not realizing that trath is not a fit between reality and intelicet as
such. the additional problem of how 1o understand “correspondence”™ has
heen thought njuricus to the definition provided by Aristotle. Hone could
eetoverthe scholastic hangover of speaking prematurely of what impact
truth/talsity tormulating propositions have on our intellect and attend to
the definition of truth about factual, experienceable readity. we would be
compelled tosee that the mostaccurate account of truthis the one in terms
ol eorrespondence”

Now, it may be asked what is meant by “correspondence™ 7 Fean
only say that it is the refationship of fit between the “saying™ -the
sttement- and the i - or state ol altairs, event, idea, ete. which it is
about. “itis dark outside™ s true i and ondy if “itis dark™; my =aying,
writing, recording on tape. ete. would only be means ol conveying it (o
others or tethering that fact; the reaction you have to it if you were with
me when [ said it or if you were the one at the other end of the phone,
proposing 1o visit me. or i you read itin my memoir or essay and realize
why [did not go out that-moment, ¢te. would serve to convey the truth
of what T said.

Correspondence 1s not such a mysterious thing that cannol be
serviceable because it originated from our commonsense dea of truth,
We do not have (o be pretentiously profound by consigning everything
ordinary (o trash-basket The word “correspondence” is only 2 (ool or
relational term aimed at capturing a feature of reality and its linguistic (in
the widest possible sense) representation. In this regard, Williom Jamies
seems to be clear on what truth is. Te says.
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Truth emerges from lacts: but they dip forward into Facts again and add
to them. which fucts again create or reveal new truth... and so on
indefinitely. The “facts” themselves meanwhile are not frne. They
simply «re. Truth is the function of the belicls (the statements) that start

and terminate among them:'
and, in another place, he says

[he truth of an idea is not & stagnant property inherent in it. Truth
happens (o an idea. 1t becomes true, is made true by events. Its verity is
in lact an event. u process: the process, namely of its verifying itselt its

verification. Its validity is the process of its valid-ation.”

One may balk at some of the metaphysical implications ol the
words that we use in conceptualizing our ideas, but this in no way
indicates that the validity of our ideas (that 1s, our having them) cannot
be separaled from the unintended masks that language robes them in. This
is equally separable from instances when unaceeptable positions issue
from transcedentalism and idealism, inthe supposition that truth s eternal
and otherworldly, to be attined only ina totally ditferent realm. Perhaps,
one should separate turther the need to speak ol a transcendetal realm in
anordinary language frrom the need to put ordinary things in transcedental
realm.

Lonergan’s very illuminating exposition of trutli is marred by the
mictaphysics of idealism that surrounds his project. Hence, his problem
(alls within the last category mentioned above. Speaking on " “Fhe Notion
of Truth™ he distinguished six aspects:

(i) the criterion of truth

(i) the delmition of truth

(i) the ontotogy of truth

fv)  truth in expression

{v) The appropriation of truth
(vi} the truth of interpretation. '

What is of particular interest for the correspondence theory of
truth is what he has 1o say under the definition of truth. There can be no
doubt that his distinctions are of interest and should be patientiy studied.
In faet, itseems clear tome that a carctul attention to the distinctions will
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goalong way in dispelling the usuai offhand dismissal ot the correspond-
ence theory of truth-particularly in the relationship hetween being,
knowing, alfirmation, verification and endorsement,

FFor being was identified with what is te be known through iniclligent
grasp and reasonable aflirmation: but the anly reasonuble aliiemation is
the true affirmation. and so. being is what is known truly. Tnversely.
then. knowing is truoe by its refation to being, and truth is a relation of
knowing to being.. truth consists in the absence of any difference
between the knowing and the known being '’

Represented thus, truth cannot be separated from what makes it
truc evenil, in the end, truths are represented in language (as they usually
arc). The apparent phenomenological diction found in Lonergan only
reinforees the necessity to always ground truth in reality. This is what
makes William James™ words to ring clearly true, in spite of the simplicity
of the way it is presented. Tle says,

Truth for us s simply u collective name (or ve: eation-process. . Truth

is made... in the course of experience."™

Te.(i).

The vicissitudes that the correspondence account of truth has
faced have been a result of many factors. As an account that aims to
capture our every day attitude and demarcation of truth from lalsehoaod.,
it tacks the elegance that other “theories', deliberately formulated (con-
cocted) have. [Uis a realist account. It is the empiricist account to which
we often subscribe in our dealings with cach other and with nature. It is
nowonder that in spite of atlempts to coerce us inte submission by various
forces, we still remain empiricists: even when we are philosophers in onc
breath, we are stll empirical realists the greater part of our lives,

However, as philosopheres, we can not be complacent. There are
so many compelling reasons that signal suspicion and, even, distrust of
what we would ordinarily have taken for granted. These reasons Tave
been celebrated from the period of the carliest sceptics. They compelled
Plato to place Truth. with capital T, and Knowledge, with capital K,
outside the reach of man. They have also compelled the neo-piatonists
and schoolmen (o look beyond the realm of the mundane to scarch for
enduring knowledge.
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Now, ifone siys one knows, one expects, often without meaning
to, that what one knows is true. That it s rue is not just enough. its truth
miust he such that time and space would not be able 1o atlect the item so
known. Or, what ¢lse do philosopheres mean when they rhetorically
contend that knowledee does not admit of error-how can you say that you
know and may be wrong or that the item ol your knowledge may turn out
other than you claim it o be-Talse? What, Plato would ask, would the
sense be i oidentilying the fallible with the infallible? Can we be
comfortable with atruth that is true today but false tomorrow? These are
very erave considerations: the notion of correspondence itself is so
indeterminate that we age left wondering. So, where do we go for comfort
and assurance-at least, even it we go on behaving normally and engaging
in meaningful discourse with others by using correspondence.  the
ultimate goal would still be o oblain something that would not be subject
to infelicitous mutations to which we and our ilems of cognition are so
vulnerible. There is no way we are going to get outside our experiential
milicu but we surely must be able 1o ground the disclosures ol expericnce
in some more valuable and long lasting nature that gives enduring
satistzetion. This is exactly the point at which the empiricist-whether one
who claims that the only way ol knowing is through experience or that the
only mode of being that is there to be known is ultimately material,
experiencable matter-and scientists, together with the positivists, stop
their ship or ground their ship. While obtainine some measure of valid
knowledge Tor us, they have left many othersduaccounted for, and also
left the issue of value undiscussed. In Lact t empiricist and positivist,
also probably. analytc treattent ol the issue of value is as g non-issuc.
Values are not things with tangible nature out-there and cannot be grasped
inthe same way. Conseguently. they cannot be adeguately confronted and
treated.

1d.
THE COHERENCE THEORY OF TRUTH

As it iy not just issues of vilue that the empiricist has left
unaccounted for, other issues are hegging to be dealt with, One of these
issues is the nature of truths which do not just consist ol facts out-there.
They are not things that can be verified by reference (o external objects.
But they are siill there: relations between propositions, logical truths,
mathematical certainties. intuitive discoveries, ¢t¢. Thus, while one may
not obviously disregard the correspondence account of truth, other
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accounts call Tor attention.

Betore the logicians and formalists systematized the coherence
account of truth, the grains of the theory had surfaced in the works of
ancient and modern philosophers-especially notable are Plito and
Descartes. Thus,

cognitio fit per assimilitionem cogniti ¢t cognoscentis,'”

meaning that propositions arce (0 be held true if and only il they copy the
clernal thought that considers them. The world ol ideas and cogito are
such thoughts thatmake our propositions true. The possibility of eternally
participating in such a realm of truth has remained very alluring and
rationalism has developed on such lines. And there are numerous
advantages that such truth, if gained, would have forman: it would be self-
insuring for one, and for another, one would be able 0 dispense with
scepticisme or ullra-scepticism which considers that we never have
knowledge. '

However, questions were very quickly formulated, both against
the system of Plato and the cogito ol Descartes. No less vulnerable has
been the pre-established harmony of Leibnitz. Thus, Kant was compelled
to seek a third category of truth-synthetic a priori truths; a realm wich,
recognizing the validity of the use of Hume's Fork seeks (o create a third
category between that forked prongs. The most uselul service that
rationalism has performed is to advert our attention to the possibility of
using unaided reason o devise claborate systems, which internally
coherent, can approximate particular logical and formal truths that proots
can capture. But many people have hoped for grater and better service.

Before dismissing the coherence account of truth, many empiri-
cists are compelled to consider what the coherentist has to offer. In a way,
the truth which the coherence account  protlers cannot be discounted.
unless al a loss, because it is obvious that there is a class of things which
we do know and which we use lassmdoc-sentences.  propositions,
statements, affirmations, cte-1o convey or record which the rationalist
atlempts toexpress. As Armour has simply formulated it, one can say that

the contention which torms the core of coherence theory of truth is that
truth is 2 certain relation which holds amongst judgements *
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Ihough the coherence theory is more elaborate, it seems w often
tend toward a Tormalist interpretation. [n fact, the word coherence itsell
is capable of varied interpretation. This endencey is understandable,
aiven the faet that itarose from desire o account for a peculiar fuct which
the correspondence account fails to consider. But this has been the
weakness of the theory.

The theory seeks to consider tormal truths and the way we come
1o kinow them, which seem not (o carry any empirical reference. In so
domg, it neglects the possibility of discrepant, but internally coherent,
systems. And when systems that exhibit these discrepancies were formu-
Jated, the coherence theory collapeses. Thus, 1t led to suggestions tha
both correspondence and coherence accounts of truth are criteria of truth
not actually theories. While this suggestion is admissible, the fact
however remains that both theories have satistied a yearning and fuiled
to provide an ultimate account of truth which it inttially set out to de.

Fmpiricists are often disdaintul of rationalist attempts to build
grandiose systems. While empiricists attempt o lay claim to - being
scientific, the rationalists can lay equal claim o being scientilic, because
the theoretical component of science which empiricists cares so much
aboutisas important as the practical. Obviously it man has remained only
a thoughtless practical being, there would have been limited advance-
mentof science and technology. The internal coherence of the numerous
systems have made it possible to choose between alternative systems and
also made such choice rational-justitiable.

[t might be ubjected at this point that T have neither presented a
detailed account of both the correspondence and coherence theories of
truth ner the various ohjections that have highlighted their inadequacies
[t should be stated that under different circumstances. such an objection
might be refevant, but what Fintend to getatin this discussion is the nature
of the transposition from the search for truth by philosophy to the scarch
for the useful. This search for the vatuable marks, as 1 conceive il a
transcendence of empiricism and ratiopalism on the one hand, and
sidetracking of the ultimate issues that scienee and technology would
have (o confront on the other hand. Thus, thuse who wish for a detailed
treatment of the various theries of truth can easily consult such books
listed in the notes and references, and of course. other valuable materials
i their orieinals. Bt it still bears restatement that the starting point of

t
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theories of truth 15w cnable us o discriminate beeveen imnh and
Ealschood, this is what can be regarded as the goal of cognition ' 1 his
15 the only way in which attention would not be diverted frons the erifical
tssues that have led o them.

One cannot but disagree with Bertrand Russell who is reputed 1o
have once observed that in spite of the fuct that every philosophers claims
to pursue truth they seldom attan it because they de ot desire o reach
1L Clearly this reverses (he reason why philosophers often seem to i1y
i the Lace ol reason, andan “ad homiaem’” is notoutof place here., because
Russell’s philosophics exhibit such a desire that was nol ultunately
readized, nothecanse ofan absence of adesire or ek of will toreach teath
buthecause there is nosuchultimate “truth ™ disembodied. transcendent.
there, o be reached, and also. because philosophers often have 1o pursac
strands o argument wherever they lead-cven 1o absurd conclusions, [n
the end. cach phitosopler. standing in las/her comner, have supposed they
arc hotding the truth-all truths, The correspondence theory seeks o corner
empirical Tacts, while the colicrence theory seeks o comer axiomatic
lacts and should be regarded as complementary, But the colierence
theory. though concerned with fanguiage, does not seem 1o cover ull
linguistc demands. Henee. the semantic theery of truth wis formulated,
anditis o this we now uen. But, it sheuld be remarked that the semantic
theory has limited bearing Git Teast as far as this writer can immediately
see) on our concern, henee it will altract the most cursory reatment

[e.
THE SEMANTIC THEORY OF TRUTH

The impetus for the formation of the semantic “theory” of tath
arose fromea direction not altogether connected with the usefut contriba-
tion thaat the account has provided. Positivism atits height attempted to
Jettison from the parlance of serious discourse concepts tat has no
tactual. empiricai content and in their zcal . trath el under the hatchet.
because 1t does not add or remove from any proposition when added as
sultix or withheld. i his carliest work Ayer says

Reverting withe analysis of truth, we find that in all sentences of the form
s true’s the phrase fis o true” is fogically superfluous. When, for
example, one says that the proposition “Queens Anne is Jead” is troe. ol

il
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thal one bs saying is that Queen Anne is dead. And similarly, when one
says that the proposition "Oxord is the capitad of England” s fulse, all

that one is waying is that Oxford is not the capital of Ingland. >

This suggests that thinking that instead of saving “p’, saving “p’is true’
performs any purpose 1s a product of some mix-up in language, and as
Ockham’™s Ravor is a handy wol, such superfluity should be dispensed
with. Thus. such predication of truth and fulsity ol propostions are
linguistically redundant, just like saying that “God exist”™ s, according
to this line of thought, a misnomer.™ According to Syhil Wollram, the
redundaney theary consists of three theses :

[, that 'p’and "pis true’ are equivalent

that asserting that “pis true” could always he replaced by

asserting “p’, and

30 that to say ol pthat 1t is true adds noting tw/says nothing
about p,”

(3]

all ol which attempt to capture an important aspect of our linguistic
practice in some situations, That this does not however follow 1 evident
m many cases in which i is necessary (o insist that “pis true’ says
something over and above merely 'p'. In such situations, it is obvious that
drue und Ctalse” are not redundant.

Deriving from this tradition, however, s the formaulist or logicist
theory Tormulated by Alfred Tarskt that has been called  the semantic
theory of truth and s concerncd with how the meaning of sentences can
be explained by “trving (o relate sentences in particular (technical)
langunages with their truth conditions™ " There sre two things (o note
about Tarski's account of truth. In the first place. it takes seriousiy the
supposition by many western scholars that truth is a linguistic property:
they suggest that only sentences (propositions, assertions, statements,
cle. which [ollow from them) can be property said to carry the predicate
truths. However, when this is formulated in the redundancy theory, it was
discovered unacceptable, hence “larski had to provided a technical
definition for a techaical fanguage-mn which “'p™" and “"pis true™ are
really equivalent because there is no room for an additional *is true™ in
formal/symbolic calculutions. ¢ven thouh, contrariwise (and this is the
Achilie’s heel of the theory), there is room lor “Uis false™™ which the
symbol not”” (written as ® or ~ ) stands for. The second thing is that the
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account should be regarded as more appropriate (o meaning, becise i
speaks o what @ proposition means rather that (o truth: though truth
cannot be totally discounted

Fhus, tie words of Dummet remain opposile here, he says

Baltied by the aticmpt 1w deseribe in senerd i relation bhetween
fangimae and reality. wie huve nowadiys whandoned e o rrespondence
theors ol truth. and jusuly our doing seon the score thal it wies an attempt
fostate woertterion of aruth in the sense in which this cannot be done.
Nevertheless. the correspondence theory CXPresses onmportant feature
ol the coneept ol truth which is not expressed by the Law s true that
pitfandonly il p" and which we have so Fae lelt quite out ol wecount: that
astatenmientis true Gf andi only i there i something in the world in
virtue ol whichitis true. Althongh we no Jopger accaepl e corresponed
ence theory we remain realists an fonds we reGon oo thinking o

fudamentally vealist conception of ruth -

Obviously the correspondence theory has undereone many dilfi-
culties and only indicectly do many philosophers-cven realisi-defend .
one would be pressed toask why Dummett can savwe st remann realisgs
mspite ol non-geceplance of correspondence account Teseems o me that
only adesue forabstract profundity can orginate such ambivalence or
1 the correspondence theory of truth is true, why should we not emprace
i The important issue is (o understand exactly wial vt claims and where
that claim erminates. That it terminates  somewhere and needs (he
services of ather accounts is what other theories have surlaced e folfil
Fhe various accounts have addressed difterent aspectsol the sime reality:
areahiey that consists ol humans in o universe populited by and with
diverse objects-conerete and absteact-and which humnans must rellate (o
cognitively. which cosnitive relationship must be expressed by the ool
ol coordination, caditication. conceptualization, communication und
interpretation avindable. viz, Language: which ool and its dischmsures
must cqually be gudeed for performance amd correciness (hor-
pertornmance and wrongness), hence truth and Calsity. But. then, truth
and Falsity cannot stand solated frone the reasons of thetroriemation: they
are uselul iems needed tor dic measurenient of o pertorance in
relatton (o the uneverse and tor the prediction of felure pertonnance
Lenoring tus lastaspect has creaied cull which the Pragmatic Fheory
ol truth has attempied o brdee, and 1t s 0 Hhis we now tum
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PHE PRAGMATIC THEORY OF TRUTH

Avthe viery hieart of pragmatism s s account of trath, Boas the
blcod that Hows from it into every artery, ven sinew and cranny-it is
essential o any pragmatic theory o understand what 11 says on ruth
However, pragmatism itsell is dred oui of impaticnce with system-
building and logic-chopping ol its predecessors and contemporarics.
Founded within an atmosphere ol freedom and secularism, a secularism
that distances or pretends to distance rebigion from the market place and
poliical Landscape while proclaiming its religiosity and humaneness,
pragmatisin is enamoured in o spirit of individuabism that sees self-
interest as the primeval goal of intellectual and practicai endeavours and
secks tealien this with our rattonad and emotional inclinations. Pragma-
Gsimarks i return o an aspect of judeenent which the other theories
have relegated to the background; butonly toan aspect that suits the spirit
of the new-found liberty, For it could have treated atf aspects of the nature
of truth and other tssues but itcould not because it lacks both the paticnee
and the will o doso. Butthis lack itself s achuman Lack because no theory
s ali-embracing as to caplure all aspects al the same time. Unfortunately
the Tiberty and pursuit of freedom that bred trecdom farflung into all arcas
s almest becomie a cumbersome milestone diagging back further
advances toward turther freedom and Iiheralism And this phenomenon
toevident alrcady in the lamesian demarcation of pragmatism  (rom
Bununisne According (o fnes, pragmatisa is nareower than humanism
Pecanse while upnanisim requests that

detruth ol iy statement oongsts g the conseguences, andd particulacl v

i ther being sood consequences,

practtisie nakes poosoch reguest. AR denisinds 1 that eath make o
ditlerence whether the difference then be good consequences or bad
Sonscgueness s ot s concern. While we wiil presently clisborate the
pragmatic theory of teath, i should be sand that the consequences of this
lack of conern for what results from the disre gard ol consequencesof truth
and falschood Tas been monumenial For mankind. These conseguences
will be claborated Lter, but 1t should be recalled that pragmansm is
aoainst trnnscendentadd ideahste and rationalism which creates arealim
of truthe accessible only toan ideal observer whe s all-seeing. In tfact,
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nothing is more loathsome to the pragmatist than what John Dewey cails
the spectator theory of knowledee. a form of foundationalsim comumon
to phenomenalist empiricism and Cariesian ratonalism. Valid as this
disapproval however s, the pragmatist goes 1o the other extreme in
supposig that the human concern with and {or truth is to use truth for
gouls for which she cares not whether soods or bad-an a-normative truth
Consequently, as hinted under section {d, capturing the criteria of truth
under the factual content-correspondence, the systemic content-coher-
ence. semantic content-inguistic, would not be enough; the valuational
nature of human concern o attain trutli and avoid error and talschood
demands attention, This is what humnamism, bred in a genteel culture
sought (o capture, but which the brash pragmatic conquest of nature and
science seeks o jettison,

Itis true that the main pragmatists, Perree, Times and Dewey, have
dilferencesol relinementamong ther, butessentially they agrecon what
constitutes pragmaltism and what constitutes a theory of truth. When oue
constders propostions as true or Lulse. for the prugmatist, the method of
resolving the dispute is quite simpie According 1o James

e pragmatic method in such cases 15 Logy o interprete each notion by
tracing ils respective practicul consequences. What difference would il
practically make to anyone it this notion ritier than that noticn were
rue’? If no practical ditTerence whatever can be traced, then the
alternatives mean practicelly the same thing, and o dispute is idle
Whenever a dispule is serious. we ought (o be able 1o show some
practical differctce that follow [rom one side or the other's being

ik 24
right.

Stmilarly Peiree. after pointing out that our belicfs are really rules 1ol
action said, that.

todevelop a thought’s meaning we need only determine what conduct
itss fitter to produce: that conduet is for us its sole significance... To
attain perfect clearness inour thoughts of an object, then. we need only
consider what conceivable effects of a practical kind the object may
involve-what scnsations are we to expect from it, and what reactions
mustwe prepare. Ourconception of these elfects. whether immediate or
remote. is then for us the whole of our conception of the ohject, so fu

as that conception hus positive significance at all. ™
f
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Fhus when we consider the notion of truth and falsity we find that
101y the difterence  which true statements make that interests (he
pragmatist. We are: more comifortable with truths becavse they ensure
continued success, and expectations of success. On the moral side when
one speaks the truth and 1s noted for so doing the breeds on a credil
system ! In this regard

True ideas are those that we can assimilate. validate, cortohorate. verily.

Iulse ideus are those we cannot. ™

Tuken literaliy this has a tendency 1o mistead. but what James
means here is the fact that false ideas are those that fail o twm out as
expected. The use of validation, corroboration. verification might
mislead, because (o know (hat & proposition is false all one has 10 know
on this countis thatitisnot the case, by arriving atancgation ofits claim.
But what James and others have in mind is elaborated when he says of
truth that

‘itisuselul because itis true” or ‘itis true becanse itis usclul”. Both these
phrases mean exactly the same thing, namely that there isan idea that
gets Tullilled and can be veritied. True is the name of whatever idea
starts the verification-process. useful is  the name for its completed

lunction in experience. ™

Though this formulation seems to be cmpiricist, il soes bevond
empiricist account of truth, because. ultimately the credit svstem on
which truth lives is the usefulness which it serves. This usclulness
however is multiple in nature and enhances our scientilic practice-
satisfying our needs by feading to no frustrations or contradictions, ™
Empiricists consider verification and  correspondence. and this covers
correspondence in principle also. While the empiricist however fails to
separate those that are valuable from those that are not, the pragmuatise
tikes the bold step of disregarding the innumerable truths which have
never entered mto our consideration on a cognitive level simply because
they do not make adifference or atfect our lives one way or the other. For
what would it mean to say that a sentence is true when it has no relevance
o any thing? While the empiricist might consider it valuable to know it
for itselt, that 1s, as a truth which experience might confirm, but il tor the
pragmatist there is nothing to be gained from it, then it does not count,
because
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Lpossession of true thoughts means everywhere the possession of
invaluable instruments of action.. From this simpie cue pragmatism
zets her general notion of truth as something essentially bound up with
the way in which one movement in our experience may lead us owied

cther mements which it will he worthwhile to have been led to

Fven i the domain of purely mentad relations. truth is regarded
in terms of wtiiity-that is what consequences fellow trom their truth,
Without such consequences, they may as well not exist at all. The
“clernity” of truths in the realm of ideas must be cashed out in the sense
of what good they yield it they are put o some use. For

Tn this realm of mental relaiions, truth again is an altulrolicading. We
relate one abstract idea with another. Framing in the end the great
systems of logicul und methematical truths, under the respective terms
ol which the sensible fuct of experience eventuully arrange themselves,
sovthat our eternal truths hold good e realitios wlso. This marriage of fact

and theory i endlessly tertile ™

Ome dssue which the pragmatist account Lails © deal squarely
with, apart from s account of reheions moral and mathematicat truthe
which are said by Kussell o lenee heen olossed over, is that il is setechive
in determining what constitutes truth and  how trudh shall be interpreted
atall. The tact alluded to here will be illustrated when consequences ot
praematism outside the purely philosophical domain-in the work-a-day
process of - cconomics, govermment, science and lechnology, ete. are
considered. Lor new we arn to e briel consideration ol rationalism and
crapiricism on truth and how the cleavage generated there-in has engi-
neered d shilt away frome the search for truth wward the scarch for

tiselulness,
ii.

RATIONALISMAND EMPIRICISM ONTRUTH: THEINEXHAUSTIVE
OPTIONS
'

Williany James perceives aneed {0 contrast rationalism-which he
often equates with transcendentalism and idealism-with enmpiricism with
which he assocrates pragmatisnt, though  carcful enough o always
indicate the poincat which the Tast two part ways. [0 1s instructive o
understand how  the pragmatist - sees the rationalist and empiricist
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concepton of reality, knowledee of reality and truth in order to under-
stand the inexhausdveness of both and the aecessity for pragmatic
philosophy. In doing (his, we should remind ourselves that the ultimaie
goal of philosophy and the plalosopher is the atainment of wisdon,
Whenwisdom is attained, then the wise man diseerns the nature of realuty
and she also has access to truth. For procecduril case, et us consider 1irst
the Teatures of rativnalism-according to James.

For the progmadist,  rationakism meuns eoing by reason and
principles. Rationalism is intellectualistic, dealistic, optimistic, rehi-
gious, monistic, dogmaiical and believes in freedom of the will ™ These
are definitely farge claims, but they can e conceded for the sake of
progress in discussion. Al least those who consider (these claims tenuous
i hold their peace and see what obtains on the other, empiricist, end of
the curtain. In fact, it would be scen that Tames™ claims are not without
[oundation 1lerefers to the various tssues which rationalists consider und
the conclusions they reach, Let us consider some of these

I the first place when rationalists consider whai there is-that is.
the ontological and metaphysical issue ol being-they end up by denigrit-
ing the world of experience and matter. Plato’s real world is not here in
the physical realm and Descares” eriteria of knowinge and what can be
known 1s clearness and distinctness obtatned in moments of mtelectual
intuition-what may be called inteHection. Only purely rutional ideas can
be known witheeriainty and constitule the ideal of episteme for Plato. The
world thatis available for sense knowledge is uncertain, fluctuating and
unrcal. Reason enables man (o discover tiat the saane surface cannot be
both black and white all over at ence. tutl twice two equals four, that if
Acts ananimal andall animals are long-fangled, then A s fong-fangled
Reason enables man o coordinate his/er wdeas Thus, according (o
rationalists, reason neither needs nor requires/depend on experience (o
start and/or thrrve; what 1 thrives o are ideas which  are cither
recollected, miaie. intuitive or inborn In-aiiention and, possibly,
Lziness renders the reasoning capacity inadeyuaie while pure contem-
platicn and development of reason shows it nothing is 1o esoteric or
abstract for reason to explore® The whoele point of Platonic theory of
Forms s (o dichotomize between pereeptual knowledge and rational
Knowledge. [t was an urgent need dud arose from the diversent and
discrepant conclusions fo which empiocal, perceptual desclosores led
pro-socratios and conteiaporacies oF Pliso and the discovery that there
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SNEXES anaren thai avatls suee, inbdlible Knowledge. namely, logic and
mathemanes, Thuse Phie progressively transcended the viparies of
nerception i a disfectical way until some Girm, sure type ol certainity
was attwined in the readm of the purly intelligible !

Forthe rationadist there does net exist any certainty 1o be known
or truth e be discovered with the senses. A number of ideas were
developed which have  continued to influence philosoplical (hinking
sice Some ol them are that erprrical knowledge can only give rise (v
opinions, that such opinions, though hetter than ignorance, are never
certann, that the uncertainty of such opinions and beliefs is derived from
e falitbles changing nature of both the senses and the ohjects of
sensation. that because sensory koowledge is failible it is mlerior and
cannot constitute knowltedge in the proper and desirable sensce, that as
perception often leads 1o mutually discrepant theses, the contradiciions
i generites rules 1t oul of knowiedge court, that reason or intellect is
capable of graspine nfalhble, certain knowledge of a higher, ereater
realn than tie senses. that the a priosi knowledge <o derived is superior
o a posteriors knowledee and that the arcas of fogic and mathematics
provide examplesof rational, incorrigible truths and are 1o be relied upon,
for they are miore valuable.

Uhe pragmatistisdecidedly againstintellectualism or rationalism
or transcendentalism. James rallied against those who would ignore the
things they stumbiy over and [all, only © peruse those in the starry
heavens Though such a realm holds a fascination and allure and may
have cmotional and psycholagical tulfilment 1o those who cogitaie them,
they could not and must not be substituted for action, The rationalist is
not just claiming a reatm of reality expressible in logical and mathemati-
cal cquations, he holds that there are transcendental entities, that these
entities are more real and that the truths they present are clemal and
uninutable. [is here that the empiricist proks up the gauntlet and counters
by sying that o truth that has no factual  effect en matiers is of no
consequence and can be ignored. Togical and mathematical truths are
understandabic i that they systematize and relate our daily life experi-
ences toa logical and formal system. Bven these would be trivially
harmless unless the truths they speak 1o make presentations of empirical
CONSCYUCNCEs.

The destre o emphasize the reality of knowable matter, that can
be compreliended and represented in empirnical language, whose truth can



JALBEWAJI 228

be deternuned by reference to experience. and which is a natrual point of
view, is whatempiricism stands for. Jnes identitied some banal features
ol cmpiricisin as follows: the empiricist woes by the facts, or by
experience or disclosures of the senses, in other waords she is sensation-
abistic {not as applicd  currently  in journalistic media parlance),
nuterialistc, pessimisac, irreligious, ftahistic, pluradistic, sceptical and
relativistic. These cluster of ideas, though not always wlaliy congruent,
represent the crupiricist bias That there are degrees of empiricism and
room for individual idiosyneracies amd/or eecentricities is granted. as, for
cxample. infogical aomism, Jogical positivism, linguistic analysis. etc.
Bul for James:

Never were as many men of @ decidedly empiricist proclivity iy
existence s there are at the preseat day. Our children, one may say. wre

ahinost barn seientitic.®

The pragmatists” dissatistaction with enipiricism- whether phe-
nomenabist foundationalist.or siply, realist materialist type-siems from
the latter’s disreeard ot why we seek to know and what difterence thal
Knowing can make for sentient beings, constituted the way we are, with
the types of lives we lead and the goals we set for ourselves. A return (o
this indicates that we should sidestep the bifurcation of reafity and truth
and nol just go on speaking as il the purpose of knowledge is not (o aid
action. Thus by contrast o empiricism and rationalism, the pragmatist
asks an unusual question

Giraatan idea or befie! 1o be true, what concrete difference will its being
true mahe inany cne s actual Jife? How will the troth be realized” What
experiences will be different from those which would obtain if the belief
were Tabse? Whist in short s the truth's cash-value in expericntial

ferms

tn doing this the pragmatist is not disagreeing with cither the
rationabstand the empiricist fundamentadly. Al requsests Tor s tha
the purpose of science (science coneeived very browdly) should not he
torgotten. We must remember that we live inaninclenient universe,
hences we need o ensure that our eneray is nol wasted and our direction
s notlost i the maze of nvesaeations. Whife one could vo ahead and
search. one should nothecome extravagant cnoughas 10 be puruposeless:
whatever truth is focated must be harnessed 1o some goal.
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In fact. the pragmatist does not directly engage the weakness of
the dualism that led to the hybrid position canvassed by Kant or the
refativisme that Linstein has made (o become the hub of contemporary
scicnee. Outside “seienee” this weakness is increusingly  becoming too
oblrusive W beignored and researches are being more vigorously pursued
into areas that used w be considered as voodoo and unintelligible. The
continued existence of religion, the failure ol logical posilivism in
climinating morality as an objective realm of philosophical discourese.
metaphysies as i oserious discipling, the success that have attended
traditional medical practices, the contributions of intuition, imagination,
ete. in the divising and creation of scientific and technological break-
throughs, all suggestthat uneritical. contempluous excision of any source
ol knowledge and truth fron seience is unscientidic. And, all this would
be quite acceptable (or should be anyway) (o the pragnuntist, provided it
yiclds truths that do make some practical ditlerence. et us brielly
consider how the relativism resulting from the demise of rationalist and
cmpiricist conceptions of knowledge and troth has led to pragmatism: a
spirit that encourages inguiry in all its multitudinous aspects but which
cautions that at the end of the day only those results and claims that bear
{ruit by having conscquences shall be considered serions.

L1
RELATIVISM IN PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE

Welive marelativistic universe. The Newtonian unnverse which existed
tll the beginning of the twentictli century was one in which conventional
physics adequately described matter-in motion, But relativistic universe
s one in which matter is in motion at very great speeds. When velocities
are sharply increased some strange things begin to happen. Such high
velocities. we now know are the general rule at hoth the microscopic and
cosmologicul seales of physical reality, It is only at the macroscopic

level of experience that Newtonian theories siill operite.

Since Albert Binsicin published his paper on speciad relativity in 1003,
our understanding of our universe and our place in it has undergene
continued revision. It may not seem at fivst glunce that relativistic
notions affect our routine behaviour, but the fuctis that we are immersed
inrelativistic events. Forinstance, light photons striking our retinas can
be deseribed only in relativistic terms. and the very atoms that compose

. . . . . .
our bodies are themselves i motion at these high velocities,
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Boevond all this, the significant tacr s that a new worldview wis
born with spectal relutivity, Tt has graduadly  become pust of owr

conscleusness,

Fhavequoted Chrstian at fengdihere to drive home the significant
wiry tn which developments in scientific understanding ol the wadure of
the universe have, in the contemporary period altered man's pereeption.
compreliension. codification, wnterpretation and doxastic attinde 1o-
wards the nature of things-herselt inclusive. Bul. stictly speaking, one
can hardly <ay that Binstein created philosphicad refativity though his
contribution. by way ol arliculation of @ sceientitic theory, has enabled
philosaphy o abandon an enlecbling timadity that have generated
foundationalisny of both the right and {eftc on the right ratonalist
foundationadism. epitomized in Cariesian egocentrist encapsulated in
the cogito. and on the left. the phenomenalist. positivist search for the
eiven, qualia, setsa or data, the rock-bottom on which o found belicf in
experence andits disclosures. [nphilosophy. because norecords of prior
formulations are constdered or available, the scarch for wisdom is
creadited to have begoun with Thales. Apparently those betore him never
thoueht about fundamental. wlumate issues that torms philosophy or s
weare expected o believes and. i they did they never came up with
answers sitlar o those he Laghered. Be that as 10s. relatvism has been
an old phencinenon in phifosephy. o spite of our himan desire Tor unity
and order. g holisme that craves for svstemaiizing and hierarchy in all
tiungs. Bevause, as it were, when ileraclitus contended that vee aever
steps inte the same river twice and Protagoras that man 1y the measure,
they were both tormulating theories with philosophicalily sound founda-
dons steeped i relativism,

Canstdered as metaphysical oromological theortes, they imply o
maliphenty el nature and change. awperpetuad Hux perpetually presenting
varied and various angles (o one and many percipient and cognizing
agents ot one and ditferent pertods, Inother words, the word reality, or
what there s continually change: this same wordd was Lrst considered
as Hate then cireudar, as the centre ol the universe, then that the sun 1s the
centre Intact these views are themselves heing continual ly revised or
refined because we are approaching o situation ¢f probable nileentrism
and multiverse instead of hehocentrism and universe. At least scicnee
has authoriiatvely sugeested many untverses and many sulaxies and
tiere isnoruling out the possihifity ol Gite onayerundiscovercd nntverse!
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I other words, what there is or what constitute reality has e depend on
‘who' s involved and what perspective be oceupics. When we consider
other arcas such as moralicy, religion. politics. culture, ete. one-finds this
Hux bewildering. The demateriadization of matter and the ¢ognate
dementalization of mind shows that,

man is nota passive pereciver of stimuli coming rom an external world,
but in s very concrete sense creaies his universe. . The world s we

experience iis the product of perceplion not the canse of (19

Thisiscontrary (o cither rtionalism or empiricism. but because 1t takes
such a long time to shun accustomed ways ol reasoning, man has
continued to hold on o hackneyed views about the universe. Physics has
found 1t not only expedient but necessary (0 obey the demands of
scientilic discoveries, it

hus grven ap the hope of finding o thing in itsel! such as the atom of the
mechunistic universe as an ultimate reality: tn quantum Physics the
objectol tsearch is notnuture itsellanymore, but man's investigation of

nuture..

Al these have implications tor philosophy of empirical and
rational knowledge. Other arcas are not less aftronted. the arca of
metaphysics has unsetiled virtually all domains of rescarch and (hrown
everything intoa fTux. Contending culbtures, moralitics. religions, and so
called nationalistic aristocentrisin, cgocenlrisi. cmpowerment, el Jare
masquerades launched, like space-crafis, by the dissolution of unity of
Knowledge. The tlux has dire consequences for mankind  because
Kiowledee, inits continual advancement. has onlv continued (o disclose
new trontiers and vistas as vet unexplored. pistemological relativism
scems the only matural view justiliable. But mankind seems not o be
ready forit proctamations ol democracy and liberalism are only servants
tor spectlic goals and desigred ultimate ends.

Allareas of scholarship has benefuted from Linstemian reactiva-
tion of philosophical relativism. He conld only have advanced this
however, mdirectly, because i s only scicnee thataceepts (he hmitations
of truths thus Lar discovered, and it is only seience alone thal openly
accepls that those truths are themselves ol tansient historical Jife span.
Muybe becinse science could do noting about this. Mavbe!

~r
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Reltivistic phenomena astound the layman, excite the physicist. and
boggle the mind of the philosopher. In lact. the physicists don’t even
pretend o understand much of what they deseribe: they go their way
developing pragmatic cquations without worrying very much whether

their formulas deseribe vealitios presently accessible to experience.

Inasuuation fike this, clernal truth s lost, and ideal of verification
is hacked in the middle. Reason can disclose only limited ruth and
experienee 1s meapaditated on many fronts by limitations with which it
has o cohabit. While attempts have (o be made to attain hetter under-
standing of curselves and our universe, and, ol course. other universes.
these would have to be done with all modesty and responsibility. Wemay
a0 ihead and postulate grandiose and highfalustin theorics and stand back
o admire the fruits of our labours like batik arts or oil paintings produced
inmomentsof scarce ingenuity, we may fashionall novelinstruments and
contraptions, our helplessness muost continue o dawn on us and compel
us 1o tarry, otherwise we may set in motion forces grealer than our
computations have projected. This is relativism everywhere, And prag-
malism s an attempt to grapple with celativism through an evasion of
cither or the homs of the dilenuna of rationalism and emipiricisme. The
latter two lave a concern (o ask tor reality and truth, but the pragmatist
sudesteps this issue and proceeds o activn-actions that are required 0 he
ol consequence, not necessarily good ones though. Perhaps this is not a
stringhtforwardly fair assessment ot the position ol the pragmatist.
Surely, many people may be smarting Lo react, tor they know the truth and
would want that truth to make the difference. believe that the point beiny
advanced here 1s worthy of arguing for, even if it does not constitute the
truth. It should be good it it compels us 1o pause to ponder.

Iv.

THE PRAGMATIC ‘POINT DE DEPART?

The validity of the anonymous deputation ciied by Christian 1s
disputable; there 1= no doubt that new and robust energies and ideas
bustled 1 the new world, that is. in United States of America, The
wrepressible panache issued forth in all manner of ways, and as the
country settled down Lo the business ol harnessing resources for develop-
ment and erowth, it was i time o look for guiding principle or doctrine
by which the new spirit shall be analysed ex post fucto and guided in
future. Christian syus



233 Empiricism Versus Pragmatism

It has aften been noted that pragmatism could only ave been barn on
American soil. since it relfects the spirit of the nincteenth century. the

frontier spirit of individualism. self-reliance and practicality *

This contrasts deeply with the subtlety of the British Analytic tradition
or the system-building pursuits of the German idealism. There is a lot of
impaticnee in pragmatism, an impatience bordering on iconoclasm. 1his
was the spirit of the age that bred pragmatism. The conemporancous
lamentations ol Richard Rorty, Putnam, Davidson and Hacking are
beacons o return to pragmatism; and ultimately John Rawls’ theory of
Justice  refletts o pragmatic attempt to make the best of the given
situation. ™ Pragmatism started off not directly as a theory of truth, but as
a theory of meaning paralled to the positivism that developed about the
same time in Vienna Circle. Only the working out of the greater
ramifications it portends for epistemology and science led it into meth-
odological pragmatism and theory o0 truth, And, in fact, its proponents
arc olten weary of being seen Lo be presenting an elaborate theory when
all they wanted is a guide for action. Meanwhile, let us  understand
Peirce’™s attempt to provide a theory of meaning.

In Peirce™s view, il one is asked what makes any idea meaningful,
the only justitiable answer would consist of whether the iden made any
difference inour experience. As such the meaning of any idea is no more
than this because our idea ot anything is our idea of its sensible effects.
Tosay that “it is ruining outside”” would, on this score, lack any meaning
tor anybody unless one would go outside and get wet unless one wears a
raincoit or uses an umbrelli. [Ls only by reference to such CONsCquUences
that such an idea or sentences could make any sense to us.

Now, Christian thought that this account of meaning, following
on the heels of positivism is 2~ wholly subjective” one. [ can not agree
with this. He even cites the examples ofice and match (Tame to show how
1deas e converted in meaning (o the conseguences they have, but these
examples only show (he objectivity of the criterion proposed by the
pragmatist.™ The consequences alluded to are capable of intersubjective
verification, as they neither depend on the idiosyneratic intuitions of a
Cartesian ego or on the personal subjective content of an expericncing
cmpiricistseeking a foundation as such. Empiricism could even proclaim
an objectivist epistemology if it grants the existence of material objects
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as real, not either as visuo-tactual continuants, permanent possibilities
of sensation or as logical constructions. In this regard, there would be a
coalescence of opinion regarding objects, even though only propositions
that are verifiable are mcaningful o the empiricist, while, contrariwisc,
only those that make some difference in experience would have meaning
(o the pragmatist. While the rationalist would dispute the meaninglulness
of empirical statement because of the numerous problems highlighted by
Descartes in his methodic doubt, Peter Unger in his super neurosurgcon
sceplical defence of ingorance and the empiricist rejection of metaphysi-
cul propsitions, ethical statements from the realm of meaning along with
positivism and. while granting the meaningfulness of logical and math-
ematical statements, still go ahead to charge them of being irrelevant to
actual things, the pragmatist is able (o have it both ways; all statements
make meaning so long they have consequences in experience of sentient
agents.

However, this contribution is not the one by which pragmatism is
most widely known. It is what is called the pragmatic theory of truth that
has made pragmatism most famous. 1 do believe that pragmatists actually
donothave atheory of truth; rather what pragmatism profiers is a standard
by which truth and falsity can be demarcated. They would not ask “*what
istruth?”” since the search for that is, as such, not the goal of inquiry. As
James pults it, the questions that arise are

Grantan idea or belief to be true.... what concrete difference will its heing
true make in any one's life? How will the truth be realized? What
experiences will be different from thosewhich would obtain if the beliel
were false? What. in short. is the truth’s cash-value in expericntial
termy 7

In answering these questions, the pragmatist says

True ideas are those that we can assimilate, validate, corroborate and
veriy. False ideas are those that we cannol... This is the practical
difference it makes to us to bave time ideas: that. therefore. is the
meaning ol truth, for it is all that truth is known-as. The truth of an idea
is not a stagnant property inherent in it. Truth happens to an idea. It
becomes true. is made true by events. Its verily is in fact an event. a
process: the process numely ol its veritying itself. its veri-fication. lis
validity is the process of its validation.*
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One can see that initially here, there seem to be no dilference between the
empiricist and the pragmatist. Clearly the ditterence is obvious between
it and rationalism, but in the case of empiricism from which i tkes its
cue there is need for clarification to make a clear distinction. Tames docs
this clearly. but before tuking this, it is even clear that certain germs of
differences have been planted: (he question about what difference i truth
will make already transcends empiricism, 1t already acknowledges the
existence of a truth. this suggesting that empiricist criterion of truth is
dependentupon the correspondence theory of truth. But in this matter the
pragmatist cannot be bothered, all that matters is that the proposition
under consideration should make a ditference even it is false. And this
is another plus on the side of pragmatism because it accounts for
falschood. This is the point where the pragmatist and empiricist use of
“verfication” or “validation” needs some consideration: While the empiri-
cist means by those lermis reference o experience or test in sense
experience, the pragmatist says they

again signify certain practical consequences of the verificd and vali-
dated idea... (because) the passession of true thoughts means every-

where poxsession of invaluable instruments of action,. ™

Llaborating on these points, Janes contends that the valueofany truth are
the practical results to which it leads. Aside from the practical importances
ol the objects of truth, everything else pales into insignificance:

it 15 useful becuuse iUis true or it is true because it is useful ™

These are the two sides of the truth equation; they are equivalent and mean
exactly the same thing. Truth cannot be separated from usetulness
because o say sine thing is true and that it is not going (o signal any
ditference is mostimponderable. Itis the use of a truth that completes its
lunction in experience. According to James

From this simple cue pragmatism gets its general notion of truth as
something essentially bound up with the way in which one moment in
our experience may lead us towards cther moments which it will he

warthwhile to have been led 0.

l'or the pragmatist, then, the pointat which he parts company with
the empirteist is when the empiricist considers truth simply as what
-3
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corresponds to facts or coheres with a system of Lucts. Correspondence
or coherence is irrelevant as far as the pragmaltist is concerned. The
ultimate pointof seeking truth ts not some abstractidea or concept called
correspondence or coherence but what ditference the issue  being
deternuned would make given my practical necds and goals. Truth is not
clernally fixed o he approximated by the correspondence or coherence
simpliciter. While those notions themselves might be useful. they are
only true (o the extent in which they serve the goal of shaping further
experience Tor us. However, sinee science has shown that the sort of
foundationalisim which both rationalism and empiricism seeks cannot he
sustained because of relativism-and Kantianism s notto be absolved here
norother less populir theories suchas semantic and redundancy theories-
it tollows that there can be no truths in themselves, The only traths that
there are, are only “toals” of action and when they lose their value they
cease o be wols, and consequently, no longer truths, But this is not the
end of the matter, 1t (that is. pragmatism) goes even beyond relativism-
not by denving relativism, but by constructing the truth of relativism as
a function ol what follows from its acceptance, Relativism is iself
comsidered as i ool of action and it would not be valid unless it makes
some difference. This is how powertul pragmatism is on all fronts-itis an
appealing phifosophy and “theory” of truth lor the free. liberaled.
cmpowered. scientific, individualistic and ambitious mind. It can ignore
mtnnsic and extrinsic values and ask 1o be shown what it shall profit a
maun to lose all his herttage inorder w attuin the pragmatic paradize. BUis
even machiavelhan! Teis the challenge of today and tomorrow? Can it
transcend wselt?

V.

PRAGMATISM. HUMANITY, SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY :
CONSEQUENCES OF THE DEATH OF THE PURSUIT OF TRUTH.

There is nodoubt that the human predicament is very disheatening:
mankind turned away [tom mythology to break away from the shackles
ol dogma, mtellectual bondage. abuse ol knowledge and exploitiation of
the will 1o belief. Batering into philosophy he/she is met by a welcoming
aroup of these who pride themselves with making it their duty o pursuc
wisdom. and by so doing arrive at the truth of things. For, whal use is
wisdom il it does notupbiiad the inteliect and enhance rational decision-
making in tavour of truth. But no sooner had mankind entered into this
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sesame than she is confronted by a discordance of many and conllicting
proclamations by those who will design it their business o be wise.
Among these earliest philosophers, every briliiant breed they were, were
tobe counted the first relativists and sceptics with paradoxically liberat-
ing. because democratic, but incapaciting, because (oo pernicious,
views about what there is, how they are (o be known. and what trath, il
any, our language can communicate about themn.

Socrates” desire to draw man’s attention to how little, il anything,
man knows, is very enlightening but equally discouraging. While the
sophistry of the itinerant teachers who exhort pay to teach people how to
argue would not count as wisdom because they do not have truth
enraptured i their intellectual portfolios, equally, the socratic question-
ing disclose no truth either, butis only a chastening device. And, this was
most embarassing (o Plato, who Kantianly attempted a SYnergic recon-
ciliation of empiricism and scepticism by looking toward the world of
torms, thus placing truth, detined in absolute terms, beyond the reach of
aroping man. Neither can empiricism and science attain truth because off
their hmitations, nor can rationalism aspire any better because it lacks the
power that an ideal observer, who knows all things cternally, can
command. The seeptic on his own performs only useful service by
drawaing attention (o these limitations, while the relativist, a resurgence
ot seientific reestablishment of the flux. shows how perspectives, goals,
and time-space indicate what and how we know and relate to issue and
show that ultimately Plato and Descartes and Aristotle and Tume all
aspired o atemple they cannot build: There are no absolute truths, no
cternal truths. only transient carth bounded truths: The only truths that
existare specific and can only be understood within specitic domains-
correspondence. coherence. semantic, redundancy, and all what not.
Ulumately, there is aninverse sense, only inverse thougt. in which truth
is opinion or beliel: but this sounds ridiculous unless aiven an adequalte
iterpretation. Itis here that the pragmatist joins the stase and says that
truth is usetulness and only in terms of what difference a truth makes is
1t to be understood.

Now, numerous issues arise which call for attention. The pragma-
tist has abandoned the need o el us how w tel! the trath, rather it has
given us ameans of gicasuring trath against the background of our geals
and ends. Henee one could ask: 11 truth is not objective, does not inhere
mtrinsically in statements., iow are we 1o determine their usefulness? 1 he
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pragmatist will answer by saying: No, you do not want (o know that it is
true or Lulse; all you want o find out is what difference it would make,
ilitwere true, then it will Jead to certain consequences, if false, to others.
[ we then ask, granted that we have to actin spite of our not having access
o objective. clernal truth, is uselulness value free? That is, if relativism-
philosophical relativism which is supervenient on scientitic, evolution-
ary, relativisme-is valid and leads to uselul consequences when adopted
inaction, hencee true, is pragmatism also relativistic, meaning usclulness
tor who considers and adopts it? If there are no enduring truths and
objective values, can pragmatism conduce (0 a human society that
marries instrumentality of hypotheses-what truth has become-and human
happiness? Who determines usetulness and for what? It seems to me that
pragmatism is helpless on this pass.

There is no doubt that & main goal oi” the scarch tor truth is the
facilitation of action-and  uction can only be facilitated by rules that
conduce to conduct and success. In this regard, pragmatism is useful. But
it led to an abandonment of hard and fast pursuit of principles in favour
of rule of the thumb in human altairs while it attained the hightest level
of vigour, precision and cquated technological conquest of nature and
man with truth. By refusing to participate in the search for truth, but
seeking to try out various proposals and options it led to philosophies that
abandoned the raising of fundamental questions in lavour of apologetics,
logic chopping and sterile intellectualism and professionalism. While
pragmatism sought initially to bring philosophy within the reach of the
people, it drove it beyond their comprehension because it made philoso-
phy irrelevant once it had provided a guide (0 action. Do not ask what
value a hypothesis has but what difference it makes.

There is no doubt that this essay stared on a contentious note: it
has a contentious title and designed a polemical progrumme for the
audicnce. It would not be out of tune to ¢nd on an even more contentious
note- if it can engender greater attention (o truth and value, it would have
performed a pragmatic critic of pragmatism. Hence, we may conclude
with a cluster of opaguely related questions:

Granting that relativism means no absolutes, does it mean licen-
tiousness Why has turth disappeared and whither has it disappeared-

() hiding endangered and almost extinct peoples and other
species away from the conscience of mankind?
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(0) Idine policies (often deleterious) under highsounding,
cmotion-ladden phrascology and diction?

(¢) cloaking dictatorship, oppression and subjugation in gar-
ments ol democracy and benevolent rulership?

{d) allowing the same event to mean good and bad, victory and
defeal, ele.

(¢) etc. ele.

While we all want (o get on with the business of living, while for
truth to have meaning it has to conduce to action (usually beneficial to
some person or group of persons), while science has encountered
numerous wheelclogging perversions and misdirections, there remain
numerous issucs (o be discussed. The discussion, in an open universal
communtiy of inquiry, in which all partake, would evidently conduce to
the reahzation that the relativity of truth is not an unbridled exuse to make
utility the master. This is all the more necessary because even those
transient truths are of greater value ultimately than those transient uses
or usclulness that the pragmatistunwittingly invites to displace truth. Our
acknowledgement of the cognitive limitations-which ultimately is the
main tool to determine truth or falschood-of mankind is both a necessary
factor that shows truth and utility as necessary partners with different
roles in the task of human survival ¥
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Notes and References

. Virwally all historical accounts of the oriy + of philosophy enclose the **official
doctrine’” that philosophy originated in an. wat Greece. This view supposes that
philosophy. defined as ““love of wisdom™* (and. elucidated as the critical and specula-
tive application of reason to elicitand solve profound problems) was suddenly brought
about by Thales. thus, suggesting that no philosophy took place in the various
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civilizations hefore Thales. and that critical thought and concern with fundamental
prohlems, were ahsent in such cultures. It is the view of thix writer that this is a cliche
that. due 1o the repetition and dogmatisnt of its aceeptance, hax attained the status of a
truth worth examining if the emrant Ghostof hellenic origin of philosophy is to be Taid.
This is a task being pursued in another project, but since truth-per pragmatism and
empiricism-is the concern of this essay. it needs be mentioned that the cliche is one that
lacks empirical foundation (given evidences thus far amassed) but which has prag-
matic utility of defending and maintaining a parilous vestige of a fanlasy of superiority
of western culture.

The caveat emplaced has the advantage, il taken in the context of the discussion that
follows. of assuaging an expectation that all relevant issues-facts, ideas, ete.-can be
taken cognisance of all at the same time. The issues related to whether one could be
wise without knowing the truth is discussed in another fora but it should be noted here
that being wise does not mean knowing the truth. and this is what the pragmatist seeks
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world which is independent of us and which stands between us and the states of affairs
which we winted o getat. See Leslie Armour, The Concepr of Truth, opcil, pSl.

G Santayana, ““The Genteel Tradition™™ in Morton White, focuments in the History of
American Philosophv. New York, Oxford University Press, 1972, p.414,
A Ayer Language. Truil and Logre, London, Penguin Books, 1971, pp. 85-86.

E.P. Ranwey. The Foundations of Mathematics and othter Exsavs. London, OUP, 1931,
See Chapter VI entitled “Facts and Propositions”. This line of reasoning can he traced
to Kant who argued that existence is nota predicate, thus converted. truth is not
predivaie that adds of detracts from o proposition.

S Waollvwi, Plhifosophical Logie, op.cit. p ST, An claborate and my mingd.
successful argument is mads o show that the theory is not correct is provided in
sections 4.1 11 in the book,

thid. p13T.
M. Dummett. Truth and ¢ther Eiigimas, op.ed. pai-h
W dames, Pragmatisin. op. o p.230,

fhid. p A2

W James. Pragmartism, pA3. James quotes this passage from C.8. Peirce “Tlow to

nuke our ideas clear™ in Popular Svience Monthly. .hniuznry 1878
Willism Fames, Pragmarism, op.cit. p.137.

Ihidd, P.133.

Ihi. p. 135,

Ihid. p.137,
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Tivied. p. 134,
Thid. p 35,
Hed pp 138,
hid. p.22.

In the Mena Plaio propounded the doctrine of ancimnesis or recollection, though he
Later abandoned it for the theory of Porms, Descartes ilso supported such a theory in
Meditation 1L where he argued for Junaie ideas,

R. Descartes. Meditation Ul in 1. Anscombe and PO Geach (edsy Philosophitcal
Writings, G, Britain, Nelson Paperbacks. 1970 pp.76. {1

LML Conlord. The Repubiic of Plato, London. OV 1945, Book VI 505-309B.
W. lames. Pragmatism, op.cit, p.22,
Ihicd. p.133

James L. Christian. Phifosophy : An Introdiiciion to the Art of Wondermg, New York,
Holt. Rinehart and Winston, 1977, p.337.

1..Von Berntalanily. Kobots, Men and Minds, New York. George Brazillar, 1967, p.92
cf M. Polanyi’s discussion ol the personal coefficient in the task of knowledge
acquisition in ersonal Knowledge, London, Routledge and K. Paul Lid, 1973, p.303,

Ihie. p 94,
LL. Christian. Philosophy. op.cit. p.537.
Ihid. p42.

1. Rajchman and C. West, (eds). Post-Analyiie Plhilosophy. New York, Columbia
University Press, 1985, Chapters 1289 and 11,

LL. Chrnstian, Philasophy, op.cir. p. 233
W. lames, Pragmatism, op.ci. p.il3
1hid. p.133.

Ihid. p.i 33,

{bid. p.134.

Ihid. p.125.

fbiel p.135.

T wish toackie swdedee the thorough and useful comments, gquestions and conections
b N Lude Brandon on the dralt of this paper, particularly with regard o the
mterpretaon of Dummetc's work and the logical issucs raised in the cassy. Whaltever

errors remain are mitie to bear, not his.
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